be reluctant when it comes to accepting the power associated with the leadership role (Chan & Drasgow, 2001 ). These differences in motivation to lead are likely to affect performance motivation and effort. Similarly, there are subordinates who find themselves in exactly the power position they wanted, and there are subordinates who strive for a higher power position within the hierarchy. Again, it is very likely that this difference in power motivation of the subordinate affects individual or team performance effort or motivation.
Superior and Subordinate Personality Characteristics Affect Performance Outcomes
Job performance is related to personality characteristics of the performer. For instance, Judge and Bono (2001; Bono & Judge, 2003a) found that core self-evaluation traits (i.e., self-esteem, generalized self-efficacy, locus of control, emotional stability) predicted job performance, as did conscientiousness (Barrick & Mount, 1991) . However, it must be noted that these results did not focus on the hierarchical aspect of the work relationship (i.e., leader and subordinate).
In terms of the superior's characteristics, there has been renewed interest in the role of individual differences in explaining leadership behavior and leadership outcome (Lord & Hall, 1992; Mann, 1959) . Meta-analyses have shown that a leader's extraversion and openness are positively related to leadership effectiveness (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & Gerhardt, 2002) . Regarding team performance, certain personality characteristics (e.g., warm, friendly, self-confident, able to stand pressure) of the captain of a flight crew are related to crew performance (measured as errors; Chidester, Helmreich, Gregorich, & Geis, 1991) . Also, individual differences in the superior's transformational leadership (i.e., charismatic leadership promoting a vision that inspires, motivates, and intellectually stimulates subordinates) are positively related to some aspects of subordinate task performance (Bono & Judge, 2003b) .
Transformational leadership is related to better performance outcomes, such as cost performance 1 year later (Keller, 2006) . Hoyt and Blascovich (2003) found that groups working under a transformational leader showed better qualitative task performance than did groups working under a transactional leader (i.e., leadership understood as an exchange of rewards for effort). And transformational leadership has been linked to positive motivational effects on followers (Bass, 1985; Burns, 1978; Shamir, House, & Arthur, 1993) . Transformational leadership style of sports coaches is related to increased intrinsic performance motivation in athletes (Charbonneau, Barling, & Kelloway, 2001 ). Klimoski and Hayes (1980) showed that specific leader behavior (e.g., support, involving subordinate in determining standards) is related to increased subordinate performance effort.
Moreover, there is evidence that the characteristics of the low power person in a hierarchical relationship influence job performance. McCollKennedy and Anderson (2002) showed a direct influence of subordinates' frustration and optimism on their performance.
The Role of Power Motivation
We are interested in how one's desire to occupy the high power as compared to the low power position (i.e., power motivation) affects performance in a dyadic interaction. The idea that power motivation plays an important role in leadership is not new. Chan and Drasgow (2001) defined motivation to lead as "an individual-differences construct that affects a leader's or leaderto-be's decisions to assume leadership training, roles, and responsibilities and that affect his or her intensity of effort at leading and persistence as a leader" (p. 485). In Chan and Drasgow's study, motivation to lead was related to ratings of leadership potential based on observations in an assessment center. However, no other leadership effectiveness or performance measure was used in their study.
We define power motivation as an individual-difference measure of the extent to which a person is inclined to fulfill a leadership role (characterized by taking on responsibility for a joint-team or dyad-performance and for the task of evaluating his or her interaction partner) or to fulfill a follower role (characterized by assisting the leader and taking his or her orders) in a specific situation. It is operationalized by the desire to occupy a high or a low position in a hierarchy. Unlike Chan and Drasgow (2001) , we understand power as a continuum, with the two poles of wanting to be the leader (high power motivation or motivation to lead) and wanting to be the subordinate (low power motivation or motivation to follow), as opposed to a more or less pronounced desire for the high power position or the absence thereof.
Note that power motivation, as we define it, is influenced by both a stable personality characteristic (e.g., personality dominance) and situational factors, such as the task at hand, the characteristics of the interaction partner, or mood. As an example, a dominant person is inclined to take on the leadership role in a dyadic interaction, but the fact that he or she does not like the task at hand might make him or her less prone to want to take on the dominant role. Therefore, we expect that preference for a high or low power role (i.e., power motivation) will be related to personality dominance, although not completely identical with it.
The Present Study
Following an expectation states theory approach, legitimation or approval of existing power hierarchies by its members is an important aspect of the stability of hierarchies and their good functioning (Berger, Ridgeway, Fisek, & Norman, 1998; Ridgeway & Berger, 1986) . When a power hierarchy is not legitimated, power struggles or weak leadership are to be expected, which, in turn, are likely to affect performance outcomes negatively. When superiors do not fulfill their high power roles because they have a preference for a low power role (i.e., low power motivation), they might behave as-and, therefore, be viewed as-illegitimate, resulting in weak leadership. More specifically, we hypothesize that dyads with a leader who wants to be leader (i.e., a leader with high power motivation) will invest more effort into performing well (i.e., high performance motivation) than will dyads with a leader who wants to be subordinate (i.e., a leader with low power motivation).
As for the influence of the power motivation of the subordinate, different outcomes are possible. Subordinates with a high power motivation might put up a power struggle in the dyad that might distract from the task goal and, therefore, reduce effort. Based on leader-member exchange theory (Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982) , these subordinates might be responsible for a low quality of the superior-subordinate relationship. Research has shown that low quality of the dyadic relationship is associated with low subordinate performance and decreased organizational commitment, and thus low performance motivation of the subordinate (Gerstner & Day, 1997) . On the other hand, high power-motivated subordinates might want to show that they actually deserve a high power position and put a great deal of effort into the task. This study is new because it investigates the effects of both the superior's and the subordinate's power motivation on performance motivation.
Method

Participants
Participants were 138 undergraduate students at Northeastern University, who were majoring in different subjects. Their mean age was 18.8 years, and they were mostly Caucasian (84%; 6% Asian Americans; 4% African Americans; 4% Latino Americans; 2% others). Students received partial course credit for their participation.
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Procedure
Participants signed up for the study in slots of 2 people, and we asked that people in the same dyad should not know each other. Upon their arrival in the lab, participants' personality dominance was assessed with two questionnaires. Participants were then told that they would be engaged in an interaction in which one would be the owner of an art gallery (i.e., high power role) and the other would be the assistant to the owner (i.e., low power role). We selected a task that would be interesting to students, but in which general competence would be low; namely, a discussion about works of art (i.e., paintings). In the present study, assigned power roles were not confounded by task competence differences because participants were assigned to the power roles randomly.
We only ran same-gender dyads (33 all-female, 36 all-male). To include both same-and opposite-gender dyads would have added another factor to our study; therefore, we would have needed to increase the number of participants in order to conserve the statistical power of our analysis. We opted for investigating only same-gender dyads because in opposite-gender dyads, gender often functions as a status cue, and we did not want to confound the status attribution with another potential status cue.
Participants were instructed on what the different roles entailed. The high power role included being responsible for the art gallery, giving instructions to the assistant, and evaluating the assistant; while the low power role was defined as fulfilling the requirements of the owner.
3 Participants were asked to indicate separately which role they preferred (i.e., role preference) after being informed what each role entailed. Roles were then randomly assigned to participants by flipping a coin. This resulted in owners who wanted to be owner (N = 26), owners who wanted to be assistant (N = 43), assistants who wanted to be owner (N = 36), and assistants who wanted to be assistant (N = 33).
Participants then interacted in their respective roles for 10 min to get accustomed to the roles. Participants were told that their art gallery participates in a nationwide contest of "Selecting the Best Art Galleries," based on a presentation by the 2 participants. This presentation consisted of a 2-min speech about a selected piece of art. Participants were given 8 min to plan and prepare a presentation together. They were instructed that during that first task, it was important to work together, but that the owner decides what contributions of the assistant he or she wants to incorporate into the presentation. Participants were also told that the owner had final responsibility about the quality of the presentation and that the owner would be asked to evaluate the assistant's qualities as an assistant after the task.
After this first interaction, which was aimed at familiarizing participants with their respective roles, they were separated. Each participant selected from 14 different paintings the one that he or she thought should be exhibited in the art gallery. The 2 participants were brought together again, and their task was to convince the interaction partner about their own choice of painting during an 8-min discussion. This interaction was videotaped, with their knowledge. After the interaction, participants completed a questionnaire measuring felt dominance during the interaction, liking of the assigned role, and justification of their initial role preference. Participants were then debriefed and thanked for their participation. 
Measures
Personality dominance. To assess personality dominance, we used the control scale of the FIRO-B (Schutz, 1958 ; sample items include "I try to be the dominant person when I am with people" and "I try to have other people do things I want done") and created an additional 10-item scale including 6 items of the CPI dominance scale (Gough, 1975) , as well as 4 additionally created items (sample items include "I think I would enjoy having authority over other people" and "I doubt whether I would make a good leader"; the latter item was reverse-scored). The FIRO-B is a Guttman scale, and the 10-item scale was reliable (Cronbach's a = .77). The two measures were correlated (r = .54, p < .0001), which is why we averaged them after having z-transformed them to obtain a composite personality dominance measure.
Power motivation. The preference for either the high or the low power position was the operationalization of power motivation. There were 76 participants who preferred the assistant role, and 62 who preferred the owner role. To validate the power motivation measure, we tested whether (according to our definition of power motivation) power motivation was significantly related to personality dominance. The results confirm this relation (r = .46, p < .0001). Moreover, we asked participants at the end of the study why they initially chose the owner or the assistant role and coded their responses as to whether they mentioned a reason related to the (high or low) power aspect of the role (e.g., "not wanting to take on responsibility," when preferring the low power position; "wanting to be the one who guides the interaction," when preferring the high power position), rather than related to other issues, such as indifference about the role or a lack of competence concerning the topic. The vast majority of participants (86.3%) mentioned reasons related to power for their initial choice, further corroborating that the role preference actually measured power motivation.
Manipulation check. Assigning the roles of owner and assistant, respectively, was anticipated to make participants feel more dominant in the owner role and less dominant in the assistant role. We measured felt dominance with nine items developed by the researchers (e.g., "I felt that I was the dominant one in the interaction"; a = .77). Indeed, assigned owners reported feeling more dominant than assigned assistants, t(68) = 4.69, p < .0001.
To assure that the owner and assistant roles were equally attractive to participants, we used five items (developed by the researchers) to assess role liking and asked the participants how much they liked their assigned roles (e.g., "I felt comfortable in my assigned role"; a = .78). As expected, participants in the owner role and participants in the assistant role did not differ in their role liking, t(68) = 1.07, p = .29. However, participants who could take on the role they wanted liked their role better than did people who had to take on the role they did not prefer: assigned assistants, t(67) = 52.11, p < .05; and assigned owners, t(67) = 52.62, p < .01.
Performance motivation. Based on the videotaped 8-min interaction, two independent observers rated the quality of the superior's and the subordinate's task contribution and the effort each put into the task. Performance motivation is understood as the quality of the task contributions and the effort put into the task. Evaluations were performed on two items, each of which was rated on a 6-point scale ranging from 1 (inadequate) to 6 (excellent). The two items are "How much effort did the owner (assistant) put into the task?" and "How high was the quality of the owner's (assistant's) suggestions, contributions, and ideas?" Ratings for each variable were performed for each minute of the interaction and then were averaged across the 8 min. The averaging is justified by the high stability of the ratings across the 8 min (as ranged from .81 to .83). Two trained coders (trained on the first 2 min of 5 dyads for both variables; interrater reliability ranged from .74 to .96) each coded half of the targets.
Both items were highly intercorrelated (assistants, r = .94, p = .0001; owners, r = .96, p = .0001), which is why we averaged the scores on both items for owners and assistants separately to obtain an individual measure of performance motivation (i.e., individual performance motivation). Because the performance motivation of the owner and assistant were highly correlated (r = .62, p < .0001), we combined them to obtain a measure of dyadic performance motivation (M = 3.28, SD = 0.88).
Owner and assistant behavior. Because performance was based on coders' evaluations, it is important to demonstrate that high performance evaluations did not stem simply from a positive halo based on communication style or on how much each participant talked. Therefore, we coded some of the most commonly measured behaviors in dyadic interactions (i.e., speaking time, gazing, smiling).
We assessed how much each participant spoke during the 8-min interaction by summing up the duration of utterances of at least one word by stopwatch (in seconds). Reliability (2 coders) of speaking time was .96 (owners, M = 161.94, SD = 54.76; assistants, M = 142.81, SD = 54.01). How much each participant looked at the other was also measured by stopwatch (in seconds). Reliability (2 coders) of gazing was .82 (owners, M = 23.95, SD = 25.53; assistants, M = 26.06, SD = 32.75). Finally, we assessed how often each participant smiled during the 8-min interaction. Reliability (2 coders) of frequency of smiling was .92 (owners, M = 12.99, SD = 6.86; assistants, M = 13.07, SD = 6.48).
Results
To test how assigned power role and power preference affected dyadic performance motivation, we calculated a 2 (Power Preference of Owner: owner vs. assistant) ¥ 2 (Power Preference of Assistant: owner vs. assistant) ¥ 2 (Dyad Gender) ANOVA, with the performance motivation of the dyad as the dependent variable. The results show a significant power preference of owner main effect, F(1, 60) = 6.61, p = .013 (effect size, r = .32), indicating that when owners had a preference for the owner role, the performance motivation of the dyad was higher than when owners had a preference for the assistant role. None of the other main or interaction effects was significant (all Fs < 3.21, all ps > .08). The means are displayed in Table 1 .
The same ANOVA calculated separately for the owners' and assistants' performance motivation confirmed this result and showed that for owners (and marginally so for assistants), performance motivation was higher when the owner wanted to be the owner, as compared to when the owner wanted to be the assistant: owners, F(1, 60) = 7.34, p = .009; and assistants, F(1, 60) = 3.80, p = .056. We also calculated the same ANOVA with the addition of a repeated-measures factor for role assignment (owner vs. assistant) to see whether the owner's or assistant's preference affected the performance motivation of the owner and the assistant differentially. This analysis again showed the aforementioned power preference of owner main effect, F(1, 60) = 6.61, p = .013 (effect size, r = .32).
The interaction of owner's preference and role assignment was not significant, F(1, 60) = 1.17, p = .28, from which we can conclude that the owner's preference affected the performance motivation of both owner and assistant in the same way. The interaction of assistant's preference and role assignment, however, was significant, F(1, 60) = 4.24, p = .044, showing that the assistant's preference had a larger impact on his or her own performance motivation (M = 3.01 when wanting to be the assistant; M = 3.38 when wanting to be the owner) than on the owner's performance motivation (M = 3.23 when the assistant wanted to be the assistant; M = 3.48 when the assistant wanted to be the owner).
To test whether speaking time, gazing, and smiling of both the owner and the assistant mediated the effects of power preference on dyadic performance motivation, we calculated a 2 (Power Preference of Owner: owner vs. assistant) ¥ 2 (Power Preference of Assistant: owner vs. assistant) ANOVA, with performance motivation of the dyad as the dependent variable (leaving out gender of the dyad because it did not affect the results) while controlling for the three behaviors that were significantly related to rated performance motivation (speaking time of the owner, r = .24, p = .049; speaking time of the assistant, r = .55, p < .0001; gazing of the owner, r = .32, p = .009) by entering them as covariates in the analysis. The results show again that dyads in which the owner wanted to be the owner had better performance motivation than did dyads in which the owner wanted to be the assistant, F(1, 61) = 3.43, p = .069 (effect size, r = .23). This effect was a little less pronounced, but still comparable to the one obtained from the ANOVA in which the other behaviors of the owner and the assistant were not controlled for (r = .32). We can conclude from this analysis that although talking and gazing were related to higher performance motivation ratings, it is not more talking or gazing that explains the fact that the owner's preference predicted the dyad's performance motivation. Irrespective of assistant preference 3.08 3.64
Discussion
The goal of the present study was to investigate how power motivation of the superior and of the subordinate affect performance motivation in a dyad with a hierarchical structure. We predicted that dyads with a high power motivation leader (i.e., a leader who wanted to be leader) would have more pronounced performance motivation than would dyads with a low power motivation leader (i.e., a leader who wanted to be subordinate). The results confirm this prediction in that the performance motivation (of each dyad member individually and of the dyad as a whole) depended on the boss's power motivation. Bosses (i.e., assigned owners) who wanted to be in the high power position, as compared to bosses who wanted to be in the low power position, were responsible for more performance motivation both in themselves and in their assigned assistants. In contrast, power motivation of the subordinates did not affect dyadic performance motivation.
Power motivation of the subordinate affected the effort put into the task (i.e., performance motivation) of the subordinate. Subordinates with high power motivation invested relatively more effort than did subordinates with low power motivation, whereas the subordinate's power motivation affected the owner's effort to a significantly less pronounced degree. This finding goes against the prediction derived from leader-member exchange theory stating that subordinates with high power motivation might sabotage the relationship with the superior and thus put less effort into the task. The contrary was true; they put in relatively more effort.
The formation of hierarchies is ubiquitous (Bales, 1950; Berger, Conner, & Fisek, 1974; Tiedens & Fragale, 2003) . Hierarchies are considered useful because they render a group more productive. The core idea is that established hierarchies prevent group members from having to negotiate the power relations within the group, which sets free the energy and cognitive capacity of each group member to focus on the task at hand, therefore enhancing performance.
Based on this reasoning, one explanation of the effect of power motivation of the leader on performance motivation might be that in dyads with owners who were motivated to lead, the hierarchy between the high and low power position might have been more salient. This could have made it easier for both participants to focus on and put effort into the task. The leader who wanted to be in the leadership position took on that role more convincingly than did the leader who was averse to the high power role (indicated by not wanting that role initially); therefore, less time was invested in defining the roles, and more resources could be used to do a better job on the task by both interaction partners. This corresponds to what is seen in an expectation states theory approach as the superior being legitimate in his or her position.
In our study, the assistant's preference was unrelated to dyadic performance motivation. This finding is reminiscent of work showing that powerful leaders affect subordinate performance to a far greater extent than powerful subordinates affect leader performance (e.g., Herold, 1977) . Maybe because the superior usually has more responsibility for the dyad's good task performance than does the subordinate, the subordinate's characteristics play a less pronounced role.
Nevertheless, the subordinate's power motivation was related to his or her individual performance scores. When subordinates were motivated to be superiors, their investment in the task was more pronounced than when their subordinate positions corresponded to what they wished for themselves: low power. Thus, although there was no gain in overall performance motivation for the dyad when subordinates aspired for the high power position, the subordinate's motivation to do a good job still increased. Maybe subordinates who want to be in a high power position put extra effort into the task at hand to try to move up in the hierarchy to the desired high power position, at least in the eyes of the social interaction partner or in the eyes of the experimenter. In real life, this might indeed be an effective strategy to attain higher ranks. Superiors might not profit as much from subordinates' extra efforts for their own performance motivation because superiors might be irritated by the fact that the subordinates do not adhere to the low power role.
We tested whether behaviors such as speaking time, gazing, and smiling of the owner and of the assistant would mediate the relation between the superior's power motivation and dyadic performance motivation. Whereas speaking time of the owner and of the assistant, as well as gazing of the owner were positively related to dyadic performance motivation, these variables did not explain why dyads with high power motivation superiors invested more effort into the task (as reflected by receiving higher ratings of performance motivation) than did dyads with low power motivation superiors. This is in line with Schmid Mast and Hall (2003) , who found that power motivation of the superior does not affect the superior's amount of talk.
The present study has a number of limitations. Using an experimental design enabled us to investigate the sole or joint influence of power position and power motivation on performance motivation. Power position and power motivation are usually confounded in the real world, in that it is much more likely to find a person in a leadership position who wants to be in this high power position than a leader who does not want his or her leadership position.
One could argue that creating leaders who do not want to be leaders has low ecological validity. We think not, because there exists an analogue of a person in a high power position who is not motivated to lead (i.e., owners who wanted to be assistants) in the real workplace: people who accept promotions to high power jobs not necessarily because they want to lead but because the new job offers other attractive features, such as a better salary or a more interesting work environment (e.g., going abroad). Moreover, promotions are often based on specific task competencies (e.g., technical skills), rather than on leadership qualities (Hogan, Curphy, & Hogan, 1994) .This is not to say that competence should not enter the equation, but perhaps not as the sole factor. Also, there are differences in personality dominance among leaders, and our design paralleled this with leaders who wanted or did not want to be in the leadership position. Note that the preference for a high or low power position (i.e., power motivation) was related to personality dominance.
Our study did not assess an objective performance measure. Rather, it measured performance motivation, which is defined as the effort put into the task and the quality of the task contributions. However, note that putting a focus on performance motivation in our study is reminiscent of the documented importance of the relationship between superiors and their subordinates concerning the motivation, satisfaction, and productivity of subordinates (Pincus, 1986) .
Power motivation was operationalized as a preference for a superior or subordinate role and was related to personality dominance. However, it might be the case that certain aspects of power motivation-for instance, belief in one's task abilities (i.e., felt task competence) or the feeling of greater responsibility-might be driving the effect. Moreover, we do not know whether indicating a preference for the subordinate role is an expression of wanting to be subordinate or an expression of avoiding the leadership role; these two aspects are not necessarily identical.
The experimental nature of our study with short-term assignment of superior and subordinate roles, of course, does not take into account other factors (e.g., quality of the relationship between the boss and his or her subordinates, age gap often found between superiors and their subordinates) that are important in an actual hierarchical relationship in the workplace. However, randomly assigning participants to the high versus low power roles and thus being able to draw causal inferences about the effect of power positions on outcome variables is a definite advantage of the present study.
Our findings have practical implications in that in real life, people sometimes take promotions reluctantly or for reasons other than being the one in charge. We showed that the superior's willingness (or lack thereof) to take on the responsibility of being a leader plays an important role for subsequent performance: Only the leaders who want to be in a higher power position lead more effectively. Our results also suggest that a subordinate who is motivated to achieve a higher power position will be particularly productive.
